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DETAILED ACTION 

This is the first action on the merits for Application 10/021,815. 
Claims 1-42 have been examined. 

Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 7 is objected to because of the following informalities: the term "identifed" 
should be spelled "identified." Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

4. Claim 12, the recitation "an events service" on line 10 duplicates the introduction 
of "an events service" on line 9. Accordingly, the claim is rendered indefinite for failing 
to indicate whether the two events service recitations refer to the same service or 
separate services. For the purposes of examination only, both recitations are 
considered to refer to the same service. 

5. Claim 13 recites the limitation "said best-effort delivery variables" in line 1 of the 
claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Accordingly, 
the claim is rendered indefinite for failing to point out where the recited delivery 
variables exist and to what element of the system they are coupled. For the purposes 
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of examination only, the variables are considered to be introduced as part of the events 
service. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the priorart date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

7. Claims 1-5, 1 1-16, 22-27, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Slaughter et al. (US 6,917,976 B1). 

8. Re Claims 1-5 and 1 1 , Slaughter discloses "message-based leasing of resources 
in a distributed computing environment," comprising: 

• [Claim 1] defining a set of best-effort delivery variables and administrative limits 
to be associated with a subscription to an events notification service (see at least 
Column 7, Lines 33-35, "duration of lease"); 
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• subscribing to events delivered by said events notification service via said 
subscription (see at least Column 2, Lines 57-59); 

• periodically checking the delivery of said events to said subscriber in accordance 
with said administrative limits (see at least Column 7, Lines 61-65); and, 

• if said periodic checking of delivery of events indicates a failure in delivery then 
canceling the subscription (see at least Column 7, Lines 61-65). 

• [Claim 2] wherein said best-effort delivery variables include a maximum time for 
delivery of an event to said subscriber (see at least Column 7, Lines 33-35, 
"duration of lease"). 

• [Claim 3] wherein said events are sent using one-way event notification 
messages (see at least Column 43, Lines 32-46, where the events subscribed to 
are the notifications of modified services in spaces). 

• [Claim 4] wherein said step of periodically checking includes sending and 
verifying delivery of a two-way event notification to the subscriber (see at least 
Column 7, Lines 61-65, with the two-way event notification being a renewal event 
message). 

• [Claim 5] maintaining in a subscription cache a list of event notification 
subscriptions, together with associated subscription identifiers (see at least 
Column 2, Lines 58-62, where the "look-up service" is the cache with pointers 
being identifiers). 
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• [Claim 11] wherein the best-effort delivery variables are specified by the 
subscriber by specifying a quality of service when requesting the subscription 
(see at least Column 7, Lines 35-39). 

9. Re Claim 12, Slaughter discloses "message-based leasing of resources in a 
distributed computing environment," comprising: 

• an events server for receiving events from a posting client application and 
communicating said events to said subscriber client application (see at least 
Figure 11b, Gate 130a); 

• an events broker in communication with said event server, for handling a request 
for a subscription from a subscriber for event notifications and matching the 
notification of said events to said subscribers via an event service (see at least 
Figure 6, Device/Service 112, when performing the subscription function); 

• an events service in communication with said events broker for delivering events 
to an object at said subscriber client application, and periodically verifying 
delivery of said event in accordance with administrative limits associated with 
said subscription (see at least Figure 6, Device/Service 112 and Space 1 14, 
when performing the client failure and message delivery functions); and, 

• an events check timer, for maintaining a number of event deliveries, and 
communicating said number of event deliveries to said events service for use in 
said periodically verifying delivery (see at least Figure 6, Device/Service 112, 
which inherently includes a timer for determining when the durations of leases 
expire). 
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10. Re Claims 13-16 and 22, Slaughter discloses the system of Parent Claim 12 and 
the corresponding method limitations anticipated in Claims 2-5 and 1 1 , supra. 

11. Re Claim 23, Slaughter discloses the method of Claim 1 , which is claimed as a 
computer-readable media in Claim 23, supra. 

12. Re Claims 24-27 and 33, Slaughter discloses the media of Parent Claim 23 and 
the corresponding method limitations anticipated in Claims 2-5 and 1 1 , supra. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claims 6-8, 17-19, and 28-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Slaughter et al. ('976) in view of Coley et al. (US 5,790,664). 

15. Re Claims 6-8, 17-19, and 28-30, Slaughter teaches "message-based leasing of 
resources in a distributed computing environment" as disclosed in Parent Claims 5, 16, 
and 27, supra. Slaughter further teaches: 

• [Claims 7, 18, 29] each entry in said subscription cache includes, for the 
subscription identified by said entry, a value indicating the maximum time 
between periodic checks for the delivery of events for that subscription (see at 
least Column 7, Lines 35-38, "duration of lease"). 

Slaughter does not explicitly teach [Claims 6, 17, 28] the subscription cache 
stored on a persistent storage device or [Claims 8, 19, 30] including a value indicating 
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the number of events to be delivered between delivery checks, together with a time 
stamp for any previous delivery checks. However, Coley teaches an "automated 
system for management of licensed software" wherein [Claims 6, 17, 28] a "license 
server contains a database having license records recorded thereon" (see at least 
Column 7, Lines 51-53), the records including [Claims 8, 19, 30] "a date/time stamp" 
(see at least Column 9, Line 5) which are recorded by the "agent module 1 14" (see at 
least Column 9, Line 13). Further, Coley teaches [Claims 8, 19, 30] a process that 
"performs an initial check each time the software application is brought up" but "the 
frequency and timing for performing a license validation check can be selected 
according to the discretion of the software application designer" (see at least Column 8, 
Lines 55-60), which teaches a system wherein a set multiple of application launches 
can occur between validity checks. It would therefore be obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of invention to incorporate the storage means, validation check 
flexibility, and timestamp recordation of Coley into the method of Slaughter in order to 
create a more permanent storage solution for audit information used to "monitor the use 
of client applications" (Coley, Column 12, Line 35), allow software application designers 
greater discretion (see Coley, Column 8, Lines 55-58), and "detect whether the system 
date/time information on the computer has been tampered with" (Coley, Column 9, 
Lines 64-65). 

16. Claims 9, 20, and 31, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Slaughter et al. ('976). 
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17. Re Claims 9, 20, and 31 , Slaughter teaches "message-based leasing of 
resources in a distributed computing environment" as disclosed in Parent Claims 5, 16, 
and 27, supra. While Slaughter does not explicitly disclose referencing the subscription 
cache to determine whether the next event notification message to a subscription 
should be sent as a one-way message or as a two-way message, such activity is 
implied from the specification, since a service must switch between notification and 
renewal messages in its operation, relying upon the duration of lease specified upon 
subscription to the notification service. It would therefore be obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to check the subscription cache in Slaughter in 
order to determine whether to send a one-way notification or a two-way renewal 
message in order to carry out the purpose of the invention. 

18. Claims 10, 21, and 32, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Slaughter et al. ('976). 

19. Re Claims 10, 21, and 32, Slaughter teaches "message-based leasing of 
resources in a distributed computing environment" as disclosed in Parent Claims 5, 16, 
and 27, supra. Slaughter further teaches "revoking the lease completely" when a 
renewal message isn't returned (see at least Column 7, Lines 62-65). Slaughter does 
not explicitly disclose removing the entry corresponding to a subscription when that 
subscription is cancelled. However, the examiner takes official notice that a commonly 
known practice in the art, at the time of invention, of canceling a data entry is the 
deletion of that entry. It would therefore be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time of invention to use deletion of the. record as a means for canceling a 
subscription in the method of Slaughter. 

20. Claims 34-36 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cohen et al. in view of Slaughter et al. ('976). 

21. Re Claim 34, Cohen teaches a "General Event Notification Architecture Base," 
comprising: 

• allowing a subscriber to create a subscription to an events channel of said events 
notification service, said subscription used to receive event notifications delivered 
by said events channel (see at least Section 4, "subscribers send subscription 
requests to their subscription arbiter"); 

• delivering said event notifications to said subscriber via a plurality of one-way 
messages (see at least Section 4, notification model, path of a notification from 
the Notifying Resource to the Subscriber); 

Cohen does not teach sending a subscribed event notification to the subscriber 
via two-way messages or canceling the subscription accordingly. However, Slaughter 
teaches "message-based leasing of resources in a distributed computing environment," 
comprising: 

• allowing a subscriber to create a subscription to an events channel of said events 
notification service, said subscription used to receive event notifications delivered 
by said events channel (see at least Column 2, Lines 57-59); 
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• periodically delivering events notifications to said subscriber via a two-way 
message (see at least Column 7, Lines 61-65, with the two-way event notification 
being a renewal event message); and, 

• if said periodic delivery of event notifications by said two-way message fails, then 
canceling the subscription (see at least Column 7, Lines 61-65). 

It would therefore be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to incorporate Slaughter's two-way subscription renewal process into the 
event notification architecture of Cohen in order to "relieve the client of the responsibility 
of handling out of band messages, and thus reduce client complexity" (see Column 7, 
Line 66, through Column 8, Line 1). 

22. Re Claims 35-36 and 42, Cohen in view of Slaughter teaches the method of 
Parent Claim 34 and Slaughter teaches the corresponding method limitations 
anticipated in Claims 2-5 and 1 1 , supra. 

23. Claims 37-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cohen et al. in view of Slaughter et al. ('976) in further view of Coley et al. ('664). 

24. Re Claims 37-41 , Cohen in view of Slaughter teaches the method of Parent 
Claim 36 and Slaughter in view of Coley teaches the corresponding method limitations 
anticipated in Claims 6-10, supra. 

Conclusion 

25; The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Newman (US 5,671 ,285) discloses a secure communication system. 
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Morse et al. (US 6,055,413) discloses a system and method for including 
origination time and update lifetime with updatable messages. 

Pohlmann et al. (US 6,446,136 B1) discloses a system and method for dynamic 
correlation of events. 

Bracho et al. (US 7,143,093 B1) discloses an enterprise computer system. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew Osborne whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7325. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Trammell can be reached on 571-272-6712. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Matthew Osborne 
Examiner 




